. Among all these models, we will only keep those which are easy to use routinely. Model 1.5 is the most accurate (R = 0.85 SEC = 1.58), but requires ADL determination. The previous model 1. 4 is almost as precise without ADL (R = 0.82, SEC = 1.63). Model 1.4 is to be used when temperature sum and maize DM are known. If these criteria are not available, the easiest model is LGS-CP (1.2). LGS solubility can be replaced by AUF solubility using models 2.4 and 2.2a.
The best combination of morphological criteria gives a model whose correlation only reaches 0.39 (DM, EAR and AGE). No result is given for those criteria because of its weak accuracy.
We observe that the OMD prediction gives rather poor correlation from the chemical composition. This point has been discussed by Andrieu et al (1993) .
NEAR INFRARED SPECTROSCOPY
All the chemical parameters and enzymatic solubilities (6 to 15 in table I) can be calibrated by near infrared (NIR) spectroscopy. Several publications (Norris et al, 1976 ; Shenk et al, 1981; Murray, 1983; Biston and Dardenne, 1985; Coleman and Windham, 1989; Barber et al, 1990) underline the possibility to predict in vivo digestibility from NIR spectra.
All the samples (234) were dried overnight in an oven at 40°C to stabilize their residual water content and then measured on a monochromator (Pacific Scientific 6250) between 1 100 and 2 500 nm by 2-nm steps. The calibration procedure is the partial least square regression (PLS) (Martens and Jensen, 1982) . The number of terms (factors) to introduce in the model is determined by cross-validation. This procedure (Shenk, 1991) (Jarrige, 1988 (1985) (1986) (1987) (1988) (1989) (1990) Figure 4 shows that the optical density of the ENSITEC samples present a variation that is twice as large as that of the optical densities of the &dquo;Club&dquo; samples.
